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ABSTRACT 

This research examined one aspect of leader behavior 
and a personality characteristic of the subordinate, i,e. , 
authoritarianism and how it relates to the attitudes and performance 
of the subordinate. It was generally hypothesized that participation, 
job satisfaction, and effectiveness would be higher and role conflict 
and role ambiguity would be lower under conditions in which tolerance 
for freedom exhibited by the boss was compatible with the degree of 
authoritarianism of the subordinate. Findings include the following; 
(1) congruency was found to be important in only one case; (2) where 
a high authoritarian subordinate reported working for a supervisor 
who was low in tolerance for freedom, the level of perceived 
subordinate influence over the job was highest; (3) the high 
authoritarian subordinate felt he had more opportunity to influence 
his work situation when he worked for a more directive boss, and the 
level of job satisfaction was highest; and (4) the most satisfying 
superior-subordinate pairing was one in which the subordinate was 
authoritarian and worked for a directive boss. (Author/TA) 
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Early leadership studies emphasized personality charac:teristlcs of 
leaders. Wlien this line of research was found wanting, the direction 
shifted to studies of leader behavior. From this vein come such concepts 
as "employee-centered," "consicli^rate ," and so forth. The use of leader 
beliavior concepts, too, produced inconclusive results in replicative 
studies. Mule an "employee centered" supervisor was "effective" under 
one set of conditions in one research study, in later studies the same 
results did not obtain. Inconclusive results of this nature led 
theorists to fonnulate mid research approaches which considered leadership 
under different conditions. One such approach is Fiedler's (1967). He 
postulates that the effective leadership style is contingent on the position 
power of a leader and the favorableness of the relationships within the 
group. In an earlier study, Vroom (1960) found the personality character- 
istics of the subordinate affected his reactions to different leader style. 
Both these approaclies have had a substantial impact on the leadership 
literature. Tliis evidence is convincing that leadership effectiveness 
must take into account factors other than the leader himself. 

This research examines one aspect of leader behavior and a personality 
characteristic of the subordinate, i.e., authoritarianism and hovsf they 
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relate to the attitudes and performance of the subordinate. 

An early effort in this direction was a laboratoiy study by Haythom 
(1958) designed to ii /estigate the I'elationship between leader and follower 
personalities and behavior in small groups. Haythom exajiiined groups which 
were composed of members that were either high or low in cuithoritarianism. 
Compatibility was defined as a condition in which the leader and the group 
were similar in authoritarianism, i.e. , either both were liigh or botii were 
low. Incompatibility was a situation in which the leader's level of 
authoritarianism was different from that of the groups, i.e., a high 
authoritarian leader was matched with a low authoritarian group and vice 
versa. 

In the main, his results lead to the conclusions that the homogenous 

condition was most desirable. In liomogenous groups, the morale was higher 

and there was less personality conflict. Ihe followers tended to sorive 

for approval and the leaders tended to be more aggressive, less submissive 

and autocratic. Haythom concluded that differences, as in the inconpatible 

situation, create conflict mid detract from group morale. 

Ifiese findings would lead one to conclude that it is important, 

especially from the point of view of satisfaction, morale, and conflict 

* 

levels in a group to match the personality of the leader with that of the 
subordinate. This leads to a form of congruency hyiiotheses about subor- 
dinate/superior interrelationships and effectiveness. Hypotheses of this 
type would be of the general fonii 
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Perfomiance for satisfaction, etc.) will be higher under 
conditions in which the personality of tlae leader is 
similar to the personality of the subordinate. 

Essentially, this position would argue that ou"^ comes in groups would be 

more effective wlien tlie leader and the subordinate were similar on per- 

soniility dimensions, especially, authoritarianism. 

Yet, another argument could be made. Perliaps the low authoritarian 
subordinate might respond more positively to more guidance and direction 
from his boss. If some degree of structure is needed, and the legider pro- 
vides striicture and guidance to the situation, then the lov/ authoritarian 
subordinate may respond positively to more directive leadership. This line 
of retisoning leads to a set of hypotheses regarding the superior/subordinate 
interrelationship which could be designated as c omplementarity hypotheses. 
They would be of a form which would state that 

Perfomnajice (or satisfaction, etc.) will be higher imider 
conditions in which the personality characteristics of the 
superior are opposite of those of the subordinate. 

IVIiile Haythom focussed on the authoritarianism o£ both the leader and 
the group members, this study is slightly different in that it examines how 
the level of authoritarianism interacts uith one aspect of leader behavior, 
i.e. , tolerance for freedom. 

Four groups were examined, high authoritarian subordinates who worked 
for either high or low tolerance for freedom bosses and low authoritarian 
subordinates who worked for either high or low authoritarian bosses. Under 
these four conditions, the subject's perceptions of role conflict and ambi- 
guity, Job threat and anxiety and job satisfaction were examined, along with 
some effecti'^eness measures drawn from company records. 
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METHOD 

A set of hypotheses was formulated and questionnaires adininistered to 

a group of majiagers to conduct tlie research. 

Hypotheses 

Tlie original hypotheses for this research were of the congruency type, 

i.e., that both performance ajid perceptions of the job situations of the 
subjects would be more satisfactory under congniency conditions than under 
complementarity conditions. 

It WPS generally hypothesized that participation , job satisfaction and 

effectiveness would he higher and role conflict, role ambiguity rfould be 
lower under conditions in which the tolerance for fr e ^edom exliibit e d by the 
boss was compatible with the degree of authoritarianism, of the subordinate . 
That is , high tolerance for freedom bosses paired with low authoritarian 
subordinates and low tolerance for freedom bosses paired with high authori- 
tarian subordinates v;ould comprise a condition in which there was more satis- 
faction, less conflict, ajid more effectiveness than in situations in which 
high authoritarian subordinates were paired with higli tolerrnce for freedom 
bosses and low authoritariaii subordinates were paired with low tolerance 
for freedom bosses. 

T he Measures . Data were collected by questionnaires administered to 
488 managers of retail finance offices in a large consumer finance firm. 

The respondents coiTpleted forms which included the following sub-scales. 

1. Authoritarianism 4. Role Ambiguity 

2. Job Satisfaction 5. Job Tlireat and Anxiety 

3. Role Conflict 6. Participation 

7. Boss Tolerance for Freedom 

Hie authoritarian subscale is a thirteen item version of that used by 
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Vroom (I960). The items wei'e originally drawn from the F scale (Adorno, 

et al. 1950). 

Participation is a measure of the level of influence one believes he 
has in his work situation (Vroom, I960). Tlie items are 

1. In general, how much influence do you feel you have on what goes 
on in your office? 

2. To what degree do you think you can influence the decisions of 
your iminediate supei'ior regarding things about which you are 
cone e me d? 

3. How frequently does your superior ask your opinion when a 
problem comes up which involves your w^ork? 

4. If you have a suggestion for improving the job or changing the 
operation in some way how easy is it for you to get your ideas 
across to your immediate superior? 

Job Satisfaction was measured using the following three item subscale 
(Vroom, 1960) . 

1. How well do you like your supervisory work? 

2. How much chance does your job give you to do the things you 
like to do? 

3. How good is your irranediate supervisor in dealing with people? 

The job threat and anxiety measure is an a priori scale. It is in- 
tended to measure the manager's concem about his job as it may be affected 
by conditions in the future for which he may have little or no control. 

The items on this scale are 

1. How likely is it that a major problem, which you cajmot now foresee 
will effect your job in the next year or "so? 

2. How likely is it that your boss will evaluate performance signifi- 
c antly lower than you think it should be rated? 

3. If the performance of your group drops significantly in the next 
two years how likely is it that you would be fired, demoted, or 
transferred? 
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4. To what extent do you think your boss holds the ’’ loss of your 
job" over your head as a reason for working hard at improving 

performance? 

Role Conflict represents a condition under which the individual is 
placed in a situation where he is exposed to conflicting demands or role 
requirements. Role conflict j and the role ambiguity measures described 
below, were measured using items developed by Rizzo, et al. (1970). A 
ten item subscale was used to measure role conflict. Some illustrative 
items from the role conflict scale are: 

1. I have to do things that should be done differently, 

2. I have to break a rule or policy in carrying out an assignment. 

5. I receive incompatible requests from two or more people. 

Role ambiguity was measured using ten items from the same scale (Rizzo, 
et al. 1970). The role ambiguity items stress the clarity of behavioral 
requirements in the position. Some illustrative items from the role 
ambiguity scale are: 

1. I feel certain about how much authority I have. 

2. I have to feel my way in performing m>^ duties. 

3. I am uncertain about how my job is linked to others in the 

company. 

Tlie Tolerance for Fr eedom of the superior was measured by using the 
tolerance for freedom subscale of Fomn XII of the Leader Behavior Descrip- 
tion questionnaire. The tolerance for freedom subscale is a measure of 
the extent to which a leader allows followers scope for initiative, decision 
and action. Some illustrative items from this ten item subscale are; 

1. He allows members complete freedom in their work. 

2. He permits the members to use their ovm judgment in solving 
problemiS . 
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3. He lets the members do their work the way they think best. 

4. He trusts the members to exercise good judgment. 

Tliis scale is a measure of the degree of job freedom and latitude allowed 
an individual in a job. The items are statements of boss behavior, as 
observed- by the subordinate, rather than the subordinate’s perception of 
superior's beliefs or the superior's report of his own attitudes or behavior. 
Thus, the tolerance for freedom measure is the subordinate's perception of 
the leader's behavior as it relates to the degree of discretion provided 
and the subordinate's performance of the job. 

Effectiveness , or productivity, was evaluated using a number of "hard" 
criteria. Tliese \vrere collected from company records. 

1. Turnover. Personnel tumover was computed by determining the 

ratio "between the number of people that left employment and 
the total work force at the end of the year. 

2. Profit objective. Each office was assigned a budgeted profit 
ohjective. The measure here was the percent of achievement of 

this objective. 

3. Budgeted losses. Each office was assigned a budgeted loss for 
the year, Tlie percentage of loss was used as the measure. 

4. Return on investment . The return on inv^estment of particular 
office was calculated by determining the ratio between the profits 
and the total amount of funds available for investment in loans. 

The questionnaire contained all the subscales, except for the "effec- 
tiveness criteria" which were taken from company records. One possibility 
for explaining the relationships between variables which must not be dis- 
counted is that of "response set bias." This simply means that most items 
will be answered positively if the job situation is generally "good," and 
if it is bad, the responses may be negative. Additionally, the measures 
are of perceptions and attitudes, which may be different from the "objective 
reality." "7 
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The Research Setting 

These data were collected from 488 managers of consigner loan offices 
of a large, geogi'aphically dispersed finance organization. Hie branch 
manager is responsible for the operation of an office which may have from 
two to seven employees. He deals directly with customers in negotiating 
loans and may well be concomed with the evaluation of other investment 
opportunities. Miile he is subject to some general coiporate policy guide- 
lines and operating procedures, he may have considerable latitude in decisions 
simply because of variations in both market conditions and state lavsfs which 
go^'^em the operation of tli^ consumer loan industry. 

His irmediatc supervisor is generally not in the same physical location. 
In fact, it is highly likely that branch managers report to " regional 
supervisor who is quite some distance away. Tlie regional supervisor super- 
vises betvveen 25 and 30 branches. He may have several staff assistants \vho 
aid him in regional administration and management. 

The tasks of the brmich immagers are fairly similar from office to 
office. Tliere is little variation in procedural requirements and in their 
relationship with higher organization levels of the firm. Tlius, the vari- 
ability in job requirements is extremely limited, which would discount the 
possibility of this factor being a major one which would affect the findings 
of the study. 

Perhaps the only difference of importance, and one which was not con- 
trolled for in the analysis here is the difference in branch size. Yet, 
the range of the number of personnel within branches is not too extreme. 

It is from two to seven. It is felt, therefore, that size would have little 

effect on the results. 
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Method 

'Ilie questionnaire which contained the subscales was distributed by 
mail to 557 branch managers. Retunis wore received from 488 of the 557 
majiagcrs . 

The subjects were dichotomized into high and low groups for both 
authoritarianism and the boss' tolerance for freedom. Dichotomizing in 
this fashion caused the subjects to be grouped in combinations of highs 
and lows for each of' these two varicibles. Tliese two variables were used as 
main effects in an mialysis of varitmee. A two way ajialysis of varimice 
was perfoiTned using as independent variables the effectiveness measures, 
participation, job satisfaction, job threat and anxiety, role conflict, 
and role amlnguitv. Scherfe's test was used when the analysis of variance 
resulted in sign! ficajit differences. This statistical procedure tests the 
equality of the categoiy meiuis. It reveals whether there arc significant 
differences between tlie categoiy means. 

FINDINGS 

The results of the emalyses of variance are reported in this section. 

The tables below report the pertinent data for those analyses in which 
there were significant differences obtained. Tliere were no significant 
effects for any of the effectiveness variables. No significant difference 
was found in the level of role aiabiguity that could be attributed to the main 
effects or the interaction effects. ITiese analyses of variance are not 
repo 1 ted here. 

Table 1 below reports the analysis of variance for participation. 

(Table 1 goes about here) 
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Both main effects were slgnificfmt for the level of participation. Inter- 
estingly, those who worked for a low tolerance for freedom boss reported 
significantly higher levels of participation or psychological influence than 
tliose who worked for the high tolenmce for freedom boss. Also, those sub- 
ordinates describing themselves high in authoritarianism reported higher 
levels of participation than those subordinates reporting the lower levels 
of authoritarianism, llicre were no significvint interaction effects. 

Table 2 presents the results of the iuialysis of variance for job 



satisfaction. Aga’jn, as in the data above, there were significant main 
effects but no significant interaction. Tliose subordinates who describe 
their boss as being high in tolerance for freedom reported lower levels of 
job satisfaction than those .subordinates who reported their bosses as being 
low in tolerance for froedom. Also, the high outhoritarians reported more 
iob satisfaction than the low authoritarians. There was no significant 
interaction effect. 

Table 5 presents the analysis of variance for job threat anxiety. 



Only the tolerance for freedom effect was significant here. Tliose subor- 
dinates working for a boss described as being high tolerance for freedom 
reported high levels of job threat and rinxiety than those who worked for 
a boss that was described as being low in tolerance for freedom. Tlie 
authoritariaQiism of the subordinate was not si^ificant. Tlie interaction 
effect approached significance. 

Table 4 presents the data for the results of the analysis of variance 



('Table 2 goes about here) 



(Table 3 goes about here) 
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(Table 4 goes about here) 

Those suliordinatcs describing their 1 3ss high in tolerance for freedom 

report higher levels of role conflict than those who describe their superior 
as being low in tolercmce. Hie level of authoritarianism of the subordinate 
w^as not significant, and neither was the interaction effect. 

DISCUSSION 

Leader tolerance for freedom and subordinate authoritarianism were not 
related to pciToniumce measures. 'Hiis leader behavior and subordinate 
personality characteristic neither independently nor in any combination 
accounted for any perfomiance differences among the branch managers. Per- 
fonnance was no doubt affected by other variables, such as variations in 
competitive conditions, different types of markets and the size of the 
market. Tliese may be more important factors in determining the success of 
a branch manager than the manner in which he interacts with subordinates. 

But then, one might expect the profits, losses, and retuni on investment 
not to vary markedly with leader behavior since the customer may be more 
attracted to the firm by its national, or even regional, reputation. This 
may be developed by marketing effects, including advertising and public 
relations, that are beyond the range of the branch manager, in teirns of 
Inpact. 

Turnover was perhaps the most likely performance measure v^hich would 
be related to the variables that were the focus of this study. Yet, even 
this factor was not related to different levels of leader behavior and sub- 
ordinate authoritarianism. 

The individual's attitude and perception of the job were, however, 

related to leader behavior and subordinate authoritarianism. But, here 
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too, the results were somewhat unexpected. The congruency hypotheses 
were not supported, or congruency was found to be important in only one 
case. Wliere a high authorittu'ian subordinate reported working for a 
supervisor who was lov' in tolerance for freedom the level of per- 
ceived subordinate influence over the job was highest. Tlie high authori- 
tarian subordinate felt he had more opportunity to influence his work 
situation when he worked for a more dire ve boss. 

Similarly, in this situation, the level of Job satisfaction was 
highest. Tie most satisfying superior-subordinate pairing was one in which 
the subordinate was authoritarian and worked for a directive boss. 

Now, this is precisely what the congruency hypothesis would suggest. 

But it would go one step further. High levels of influence and satisfac- 
tion would obtain where a low authoritarian subordinate reported his super- 
visor as being high in tolei'ance for freedom. Yet this was not the case. 
Rather, it v/as the opposite, i.e., the lovrest level of participation and 
job satisfaction. 

In incongruent situations, the levels of participation and satisfaction 
were higher than that noted immediately above. Tiese situations have some 
degree of structure present, either high authoritarian subordinates or low 
tolerance for freedom bosses, in addition to that provided by the job defini- 
tion. These situations are more satisfying and provide the subordinate with 
perception of higher influence than the low authoritarian-high tolerance 
for freedom case. 

'^rhe inference is clear. Some parameters must exist within which people 
operate, 'fhese may arise from the boss, or from the subordinate’s personality. 

If both are lacking, the situation is less satisfying. 



The authoritarianism of the subordinate has little to do with the ' 
degree of role conflict and job anxiety present. Both job anxiety, defined 
as concern about the future, and role conflict, defined as inconsistent 
demands on an individual, were highest under high tolerance for freedom 
bosses. Perhaps the leader who provides more autonomy and less guidance 
in the job also fails to provide cues to subordinates about how he will 
evaluate their work. Likewise, the subordinate may find himself in a 
situation where he responds to influence attempts from several different 
points in the organization, seeking direction that is not forthcoming from 
his boss. 

SUMMARY 

From these data, it appears that the work situation must have some 
degree of structure. This may be provided by the boss, or it may come 
from the subordinate. But then Fiedler (1967) made this point with per- 
formance, where he found some degree of directiveness effective in some 
situations. Here it was found to have positive effects on attitudes and 
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Table 1. The Effect on Participation 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Sig 


Author! tari an i sm 


47.18 


1 


47.18 


9.56 


.002 


Tol. For Freedom 


304.13 


1 


304.13 


61 .62 


.0005 


1 nteract i on 


11 .51 


1 


11.51 


2.33 


. 12 


Wi f h i n 


2,388.68 


484 


4.94 







CELL MEANS 

TOLERANCE FOR FREEDOM 



Low 



Hi gh 



Low , 15.6488 12.9063 

Authoritari an i sm 

High , 16.1065 14.2570 



Significance of Difference 
Between Cel I Means 

Compar i son S 1 gn i f i cance 



LA-LTF 


VS 


LA-HTF 


.01 


LA-LTF 


vs 


HA-LTF 


.01 


HA-LTF 


vs 


HA-HTF 


.01 


HA-HTF 


vs 


LA-HTF 


.01 


LA-HTF 


vs 


HA-LTF 


.01 




LA-LTF vs HA-HTF 



.25 



Table 2. The Effect on Job Satisfaction 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Sig 


Author i tari an i sm 


1 1 .05 


1 


1 1 .05 


3.27 


.021 


Tol. For Freedom 


97.98 


1 


97.98 


46 . 77 


.0005 


1 nteract i on 


2,26 


1 


2.26 


1 .03 


.30 


Within 


1 ,013.84 


484 


2.04 







Author! tari an i sm 



CELL MEANS 

TOLERANCE FOR FREEDOM 





Low 


High 


Low 


12.7512 


1 1 .2500 


High 


12.9907 


1 1 .8857 



Significance of Difference 

Between Cell Means 

Compari son S i gn i f i cance 



LA-LTF 


VS 


LA-HTF 


.01 


LA-LTF 


vs 


HA-LTF 


.05 


HA-LTF 


vs 


HA-HTF 


.01 


HA-HTF 


vs 


LS-HTF 


.01 


la-htf 


vs 


HA-LTF 


.01 


LA-LTF 


vs 


HA-HTF 


.25 
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The Effect on Job Anxiety 



Table 3 . 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Si g 


Authori tar i an i sm 


9.87 


1 


9.87 


1 .29 


.25 


Tol. For Freedoin 


135.19 


1 


135.19 


17.67 


.0005 


1 nteract ion 


21 .56 


1 


21.56 


2.81 


.09 


Within 


3,704.08 


484 


7.65 







CELL MEANS 

TOLERANCE FOR FREEDOM 







Low 


High 




Low 


9.4829 


11.6250 


Author i tari an i sm 


H 1 gh 


' 9.6806 


10.6000 



Significance of Differences 

Between Cell Means 

Compar i son S i gn I f i cance 



LA-LTF 


VS 


LA-HTF 


.01 


LA-LTF 


vs 


HA-LTF 


.25 


HA-LTF 


vs 


HA-HTF 


.25 


HA-HTF 


vs 


LA-HTF 


.05 


LA-HTF 


vs 


HA-LTF 


.01 


HA-LTF 


vs 


HA-HTF 


.25 
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Table 4. The Effect on Role Conflict 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Sig 


Authoritari an i sm 
Tol. For Freedom 
1 nteract i on 
Within 


107.17 

691.31 

25.88 

24,270.63 


1 

1 

1 

484 


107.16 

691.31 

25.88 

50.15 


2.14 

13.77 

.52 


.14 

.0005 



CELL MEANS 

TOLERANCE FOR FREEDOM 

Low H i gh 

Low 31.2439 35.3750 

Authoritarian I sm 

High 30.5509 33.3429 



Significance of Differences 
Between Means 



Comoari son 



LA-LTF 


VS 


LA-HTF 


LA-LTF 


vs 


HA-LTF 


HA-LTF 


vs 


HA-HTF 


HA-HTF 


vs 


LA-HTF 


LA-HTF 


vs 


HA-LTF 


LA-LTF 


vs 


HA-HTF 



S i gn i f i cance 

.01 
.25 
, .01 
. 10 



.01 




.25 
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